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influence given to the rich seems to be a cause of dis-
content among the poor. Their indifference is shown
by the small part of the lowest class of tax-payers who
take the trouble to vote at municipal elections. At
Berlin, for example, in 1893, forty-seven and a half
per cent, of the first class of tax-payers voted, thirty-
seven per cent, of the second, and twenty-six and a half
per cent, of the third.1 In Bonn the disproportion at
the elections of 1885 was even greater, for sixty-four
per cent, of the first class and sixty-six of the second
voted, but only twenty-two of the third. In the last
of these cities, indeed, it is a striking fact that while
the proportion of voters in the first two classes had?
on the whole, increased during the preceding ten years,
that in the third had steadily diminished.2 The in-
difference on the part of the working-classes is not the
result of mere apathy or lack of interest in public affairs.
It is a symptom of a graver trouble. The large cities
of Prussia are teeming with socialists, whose moving
sentiment is a profound dissatisfaction with the political
and social condition of the state, and not least among
their causes of discontent may be placed their small
share in the municipal administration. The present
system of local government certainly has not produced
in the cities the harmony between the different classes
which was urged as one of the chief reasons for the late
reforms.3

1  Shaw, pp. 307-8.

2  The abstention of the poor is said to be due partly to the small im-
portance of their votes, and partly to the fact that, the vote being oral
and public, the workmen are afraid to declare themselves openly in favor
of a candidate who is opposed by their employers.   Leclerc, pp. 505-6.

3  The actual municipal system antedates Gneist's memoir, but is quite